from which the stimulus is derived; and also to produce noun responses rather than responses of other form-classes-e.g., among the syntagmatic associations to adjectives there are more than twice as many nouns as there are responses of other form-classes.
There have been severaldiscussionsof the determinants of the form-class of word associations in the literature. Ervin (1961) derives an explanation for pardigmatic responses in adults in terms of the association-theory explanation for the production of syntagmatic responses. Syntagmatic responses of the type "deep-hole" can be explained in terms of experience of words in contiguity. Paradigmatic responses of the type "deep-shallow" can be accounted for by erroneous anticipation of "shallow" in the sort of lexical contexts which contain "deep." This explanation has been shown inadequate by McNeill (1966) . It is, moreover, difficult to see how the explanation as it stands can account for the variation between stimuli of different form-classes in the likelihood of eliciting syntagmatic responses. Deese (1962) accounts for this variation in terms of the relative "independence of their verbal environments" of words of different form-classes: nouns, for instance, are relatively independent, whilelow-frequency adjectives depend more heavily on the environments which they modify.
McNeill's (1966) explanation of form-class matching is based on Deese's (1964) observation that paradigmatic associations form a minimal contrast with the stimulus, and on a dictionary-entry theory of semantics of the sort proposed originally by Katz & Fodor (1963) : each lexical item is characterized by an entry containing syntactic and semantic markers, and selection restrictions. McNeill argues that word associations are attempts to match the stimulus on as many features as possible, including syntactic features. This explanation also fails to account for variations between words of different form-class in the likelihood of eliciting paradigmatic responses; nor is the tendency to produce noun responses very well accounted for. However, the tendency for transformed words to elicit associations matching the form-class of the bases from which they are derived can be accounted for, if it is assumed that the dictionary entry for, say, the nominalization of an adjective comprises an entry for the adjective, plus, at some level, an entry for the transforming suffix.
The preference for noun responses has been considered by Marshall & Newcombe (1966) in a study of paralexic errors in reading single words. In Marshall and Newcombe's study, where the form-class of the word was incorrectly given, there was a tendency for the erroneous word to be a noun rather than a word of another form-class. Chomsky (1965) has suggested that, in the theory of syntax, nouns are first inserted into generalized phrase-markers by context-free rules, and then verbs and adjectives are selected in accordance with the noun features. Marshall and Newcombe suggest that this argument may be applied not only to sentence production, but also to paralexic errors in single-word reading; it could also be extended to word association to account for noun-response dominance. It might even account for the differences between words of different form-classin the likelihood of eliciting paradigmatic responses. In essence, the argument may be reduced to something very like Deese's suggestion that nouns are less context-dependent than other parts of speech.
To summarize: The form-class of associations obtained in this experiment can be accounted for by the proposition that associations are attempts to match the stimulus on syntactic and semantic features. When the stimulus is a nominalization or an adjectivalization, there is a compromise between the form-class of the stimulus and the form-class of the underlying base, supporting the notion that nominalizations Roberts (1966) have shown that and adjectivalizations are coded in terms of a base and a transforming suffix. Where form-class matching breaks down, there is a regressiontowards noun responses. when lists of words are composed of different alternation patterns of dominance level, odd-shaped serial-position curves are obtained. It was also reported that no significant differences in recall were obtained when the lists of words were or were not grouped on the basis of having all words within the same list related to the same sense-impression adjective category. The previous evidence tends to support the notion that dominance level may be related or analogous to such measuresas association value or Noble's (1952) rii, The present study was designed to further investigate whether the amount of free recall is a function of dominance level, and whether grouping nouns into concept-related or nonconcept-related lists affects recall. MATERIALS Some of Underwood and Richardson's verbal concept formation materials based on sense-impression descriptive-adjective associations made to concrete nouns were used in the present study. In their study, the percentage of Ss who classifieda givennoun into the same adjective category was called the noun's dominance level for that particular adjective concept. Eight sevenitem lists were currently developed as discussed below, defining as high dominance, words that had values of 55% or greater while low dominance was defined as words with less than 55%.
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SUBJECTS
Two lists (HC) utilized nouns of high dominance level within the same concept categories of round and white. These were formed by selecting categories in which more than seven high-dominance nouns could be obtained. No words in either of the HC lists had any interitem associations with words from the other HClist or both LC lists according to the Underwood and Richardson tables.
Two lists (LC) used low-dominance words and the concept categories of largeand long. Words within each of the LC lists had no stated interitem associations with the other LClist or words in the HC or LNC lists.
Two lists (HNC) were formed using high-dominance words from categories other than those used in the HC and LC lists so that words within a list would not be related to the HC or LC words or related to other words within each HNC list. Due to the increasingrestrictiveness of the selection of words, however, two words within each HNC list had the same concept category classification. Also, the two HNC lists had words from many of the same concept categories. Two final lists (LNC) were developed usinglow-dominance words and nonconcept category grouping. Words were first included that had no stated interitem associations to any of the categories already used in the other lists. Since only three words met this criterion, other words were selected that had only one association to another concept category. Categories other than those used in the HC or LC lists were utilized to select words with the above characteristics. Also, these lists were made up of words with their one interitem category association being evenly distributed over the already used concept categories. Table 1 presents the eight lists along with their published dominance values.
In summary, there were two HC lists of words that were of high-dominance level with each word within a list being related to a common descriptive adjective (concept) category, two LC lists composed ofwords of low-dominance level with each list again being related to a common concept, two HNC lists using high-dominance words without having the words within a list being related to the same concept category, and two LNC lists where words were of low dominance without having words within a list related to the same concept category. PROCEDURE A repeated-measures design was used whereby all Ss received all eight lists. All words were presented individually on transparencies via a Carousel projector. The seven items in a list were flashed consecutively with approximately 2 sec being allowed between one stimulus being presented and viewed, and the next stimulus being presented. After all items had been flashed, a blank slide would appear allowing 30 sec recall time. Ss were instructed that the words did not have to be written down in the same order as they appeared. The order of presentation for the eight lists was randomly determined for each of the four classes to counterbalance possible proactive effects. It is recognized, however, that this particular design does not control for possible selection-multiple treatment interference interactions (Campbell & Stanley, 1963) .
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION The dependent variable was the number of words correctly recalled summed across both lists in each of the HC, LC, HNC, and LNC categories. Thus, each S received four scores and each score could range from 0-14 (seven words in each of two lists). Table 2 presents the means and standard deviations for the HC, LC, HNC, and LNC conditions. The results of the ANOV with repeated measures (Winer, 1965, p.319) on the dominance and concept grouping factors showed no significant main effects (dominance level, F = 2.20, n.s., df = 1,71; concept grouping, F < 1, n.s., df= 1,71).
However, the interesting finding in the present study was the highly significant interaction (F = 7.50, P < .01, df= 1,71).
In examining the means, it seems as though the retention of words not grouped in concept categories is facilitated when the words are of high dominance levelswhile the concept grouping tends to facilitate the retention of low dominance-level words. The present data tentatively suggest that concept grouping facilitates free recall but that its effect may be restricted to lower dominance-value words. However, the above results should be interpreted with caution due to the exploratory nature of the study using the newly constructed lists of words. Future studies, using the presently developed materials where randomization ofSs to conditions is possible, and better experimental control will be required before definite conclusions can be drawn.
